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borderline slanderous. Today, political satirists like Stephen 
Colbert and Jon Stewart have become just as influential as 
the pundits, and in doing so, have blurred the line between 
comedy and serious political commentary. Sometimes it feels 
as though their humorous analysis of political events is taken 
more seriously than those of real editorials. 

As late night comedy shows shape millennials’ political 
opinions, politicians will have to find a more effective way to 
convey their message. At the same time, our generation should 
learn to distinguish between exaggeration for comedic effect 
in skits and reality. After all, when actress and comedian Tina 
Fey, parodying Sarah Palin in a skit on Saturday Night Live, 
famously said, “I can see Russia from my house,” we believed 
Sarah Palin really uttered those words. If we want to elect the 
best representatives possible, we must know better.

So when the camera lights turn off and the curtain stage is 
lowered behind us, and we find ourselves alone in the voting 
booth, what will guide our hands as we switch the levers this 
midterm season?

We find ourselves in election season again. If I had been 
born at another time or simply lived in another country, 
I would only dream of having the liberty to participate in a 
democratic election. Yet, despite the constant chatter we 
millennials generate each day on our outrage (or support) for 
the current political climate, why is it that we don’t turn out to 
the polls? Why are we so predictably absent?

Despite a multitude of 24-hour news channels on cable 
television, newspapers easily accessible online, and social 
media filled with real-time information and reactions, many 
of us turn to the comedy station for our daily updates. Two 
generations ago, every night around dinner time, most 
American families sat around their televisions and watched 
the evening news on one of three networks. Today, our 
generation’s favorite news anchor is Ron Burgundy, and he 
isn’t even real.

Comedy serves an increasingly important role in how 
we perceive issues. We remember how Ronald Reagan’s 
quick wit helped thaw the ice of the Cold War. Each spring, 
comedy literally takes center stage during the White House 
Correspondents’ Dinner, when presidents are judged on 
the quality of their quips. Comedians have used politics as a 
source of inspiration since Aristophanes, the comic playwright 
of ancient Athens whose works are the earliest documentation 
of political satire. At the time, his words were considered 
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and intensity of opinions regarding the 
government were proportionate to the 
number of votes cast in any given election, the 
voter turnout rate for young people should 
be among the highest. The 2013 Harvard 
Public Opinion Project found that, if given 
the chance, a good majority of 18 to 29 year 
old Americans would replace every member 
of Congress. The social media outlets of 
Facebook and Twitter are also constantly 
flooded with young voices obviously irked by 
political happenings including, but definitely 
not limited to, the government shutdown, 
inappropriate comments made by politicians, 
and the potential passage of imprudent 
legislation.

However, time and again, the voter turnout 
rate for those millennials ranks as the lowest 
and most predictively inconsistent of any 
age group. For instance, according to one 
estimate, although the 2008 election was 
estimated to have seen a record voter turnout 
rate for young voters (18 to 29 years old) at 51 
percent, the 2012 presidential election saw a 
substantial decrease to 45 percent. In addition, 
voter turnout rates are consistent in being 
significantly lower during midterm elections 
than for presidential elections. For example, 
during the 2010 midterm elections, voter 
turnout rate for folks 18 to 29 years old was a 
mere 24 percent.

Why do millennials choose not to vote? The 
answer varies. Some believe political apathy 
is a sufficient explanation. Yet, the Center for 
Information & Research on Civic Learning 
and Engagement amassed data from the 2010 
Census and found only 13 percent of registered 
youth non-voters in college and 19.4 percent of 
those not in college actually cited apathy as a 

reason for their absence at the polls. Others 
point to reasons such as long lines, inflexible 
work hours, or difficult commutes to the 
voting booths to explain low turnout. But this 
is merely a misrepresentation of the Down’s 
paradox of voting— a theory that maintains 
that voters assess the decision to vote through 
a cost-benefit analysis and concludes the 
only viable option is abstinence. Indeed, the 
gleaming history of the United States proves 
that the positive collateral effects of voting, 
when properly accounted for, will always 
exceed any perceived or real costs.

Instead, the dearth of youth votes is 
better explained by the phenomenon of the 
bystander effect. In social psychology, the 
bystander effect occurs when people fail to 
help an ailing individual when others are 
around due to the assumption that someone 
else will take care of that person. Essentially, 
according to psychologists John Darley 
and Bibb Latané who first demonstrated its 
existence, there is a sense of a diffusion of 
responsibility due to the number of people 
present. Similarly, in terms of voting, a given 
young individual seems to be host to an 
expectation that there are always going to be 
millions of other youths who will vote 
and change the government even if 
he or she does not.

Thus, increasing millennial 
voter turnout requires a 
fundamental change in the 
way youth voters view their 
place in the political universe. 
Voter turnout expert and 
Columbia University Political 
Science Professor Donald 
P. Green and Yale University 

Tis the season of the 2014 midterm 
elections, and many voices are 
beginning to articulate their routine 

pre-election rhetoric. Some castigate the 
“good-for-nothing bums” on Pennsylvania 
Avenue; others calls for meaningful change. 
During this time, some citizens often lament 
the gridlock in the legislature, lack of 
leadership in the Oval Office, and the discord 
between the two. Many more regularly blame 
their daily struggles on government itself or 
the lack thereof. Though there are those who 
genuinely strive to make the world a better 
place, still others only threaten to rage against 
the machine.

Fortunately, in the United States, unlike in 
many countries around the world, there is a 
relatively peaceful way for all these citizens to 
instigate substantive change. They can alter 
the representative body of their government 
by engaging in an act called voting.

Yet, election after election has come and 
gone, and significant portions of the United 
States voting age population still do not take 
advantage of their right to vote. According 
to an April 2014 U.S. Census Bureau report, 
from 1964 to 2012, the age group with the 
highest voter turnout rates (45 to 64 years old) 
dropped from 75.9 percent to 63.4 percent, 
and from 1972 to 2012, the age group with the 
lowest voter turnout rates (18 to 24 years old) 
dropped from 50.0 percent to 38.0 percent. 
The decreasing proportion of citizens not 
exercising their right to vote for elected 
government officials who deal with highly 
important issues is unsettling.

A particularly disconcerting trend is the 
disappointing millennial voter turnout rate 
in the United States. Indeed, if the frequency 

Dear Millennials,

Get out to vote!
STORY BY SEAN HAMAMOTO

Political Science Professor Alan S. Gerber 
perhaps put it best in the second edition of 
their magnum opus, Get Out the Vote: How 
to Increase Voter Turnout, when they write, 
“Voting power matters. When groups such 
as elderly Americans vote in large numbers, 
policymakers have an incentive to take their 
concerns seriously. By the same token, elected 
officials can afford to disregard groups who vote 
at low rates.” In other words, before millennials 
can reasonably expect to see any government 
changes favorable to them, they must first 
exhibit a vested interest in the manner in 
which government operates; they must head 
to the polls and make their voices heard.

For now, rest assured as voter registration 
and turnout are being taken very seriously 
here at the University of Pennsylvania. The 
Fox Leadership-sponsored, nonpartisan 
student organization Penn Leads the Vote 
tackles the issue of lagging millennial voter 
turnout head-on by registering students 
to vote, and conveying the importance of 
registration and voting. Members of the 
organization can be found inspiring fellow 
students anywhere from Locust Walk during 
passing periods to the second floor conference 
room in Leadership Hall.

At the end of day, voting should not be 
considered a liability. It is a privilege, a right, 
and arguably best viewed as a civic duty. It 
is extremely important but not enough to 
just vote. One must understand the great 
significance and unlimited potential of the 
decision to get out to a poll and enter a voting 
booth.

It is high time millennials take charge of 
their futures. Nearly everything in today’s 
society exists, because of the actions of 
someone in the recent or distant past. 
Therefore, the ability to alter one important 
aspect of this common reality— the 
government with and for which all Americans 
live— for the better primarily lies in the hands 
of the voters during every election. The power 

to change the world can thus be present 
in a single vote.

Sean Hamamoto is a junior from 
Los Angeles, CA studying Political 
Science in The College of Arts & 
Sciences.. He is the incumbent 
President of the Fox Leadership-

sponsored, nonpartisan student 
organization Penn Leads the Vote.  

Go Penn, and Go Vote!

PENN LEADS THE 

VOTE 
2 0 1 4 
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We live in a time of relative 
innovative and economic 
stagnation. The big visions of 

the future shared by our grandparents and 
parents of the 50s and 60s have been traded 
for seeing progress as incrementalism — a 
series of small steps. Peter Thiel calls this 
“indefinite optimism” in his book Zero to 
One (2014), and calls for a move back to 
“definite optimism,” the belief the future 
will be better and we have definite plans 
as to how to get there. Directly connected 
to definite optimism is a mindset that the 
world is there for one’s taking, and that there 
are multiple paths to achieve that goal — 
the entrepreneurial way of thinking. At the 
core of the shift from definite to indefinite 
optimism is the American educational 
system. Standardized schools teach students 
to follow the tried and true steps to get to the 
right answers — any deviation from this is 
considered fanciful at best and dangerous 
at worst. This standardized schooling 
system — one that focuses on predefined 
sets of “right” and “wrong” answers —
instills a way of thinking which is counter 
to the entrepreneurial way of thinking. This 
mindset is a prerequisite to getting back to 
Thiel’s definite optimism, but our schools are 
teaching youth to avoid it. 

Austrian-American economist Joseph 
Schumpeter famously identified the 
process of “creative destruction” as central 
to economic and living progress for any 
market society. The process of creative 
destruction dictates that a dominant product 
or firm is challenged by smaller firms and 
entrepreneurs that attempt to find innovative 
ways of approaching a product, process, 
or established business procedure. Most 
of these smaller firms do not succeed in 
usurping the established way of doing things, 
but, for those that do, the paradigm changes. 
The conventional method is destroyed, 
sometimes taking down massive firms or 
products with it. The car put the horse 
and buggy driver out of work; the tractor-
trailer replaced;  the train; the light bulb 
undermined the candle-making industry; 
the smartphone replaced a variety of other 
services and products. Behind each of these 
innovations is a group of entrepreneurs 
who approached the status quo from a new 
perspective, put their approach into practice, 
and changed the nature of their industry. 
With each innovation, society moves 
forward. Less time is spent traveling from 

Chicago to Philadelphia with the advent of 
modern aviation. Less fuel is consumed by 
drivers as Tesla grows its market share. Our 
personal networks stay stronger over time 
with social media. Lives improve across the 
board. 

Standardized schooling penalizes 
innovative thinking by imposing traditional 
methods of problem solving on creative 
students. Even word problems on 
standardized tests, which are written to 
provide more leeway to students, have an 
established structure for answering. The 
range of “acceptable” answers is quite limited. 
When students are trained this way for their 
entire academic careers, it is no surprise that 
they enter the world with a black-and-white 
way of thinking. They are driven towards 
structures which award this rigid way of 
thinking, or what Nassim Taleb calls “fragile” 
ways of thinking. Taleb identifies large firms 
and government institutions as those which 
are opposed to disruption in Antifragile (2012). 
On the opposite of Taleb’s spectrum are 
those institutions that thrive on disruptive, 
multifaceted thinking, like the tech startups 
of Silicon Valley. 

The current educational system operates 
under a process of never-ending cycles to 
move ever-closer to an arbitrary goal. School 
administrators are pressured by board 
members and bureaucrats to get test scores, 
so teachers are pressured by administrators 
to get results, and ultimately pour more 
resources into ensuring that students get 
high marks on exams. MIT Psychologist 
Peter Gray notes in Free to Learn (2013) from 
an observational study, “When one group 
[of young students] began experimenting 
with the [school] objects in a manner not 
specified by the worksheet, the teacher said, 
with no apparent irony in her voice, ‘Kids, I’ll 
give you time to experiment at recess. Now 
it’s time for science.’ And that, pretty much, 
is what school is all about — suppressing 
curiosity and enthusiasm so students can 

complete assignments in a timely manner. 
It’s no wonder that the longer children are 
in school, the less interested they become in 
the subjects taught.” 

There are real steps we can make towards 
shifting to definite optimism by instilling 
an entrepreneurial mindset in our youth 
and our schools. Culturally, we need to 
place less of a burden on high-achieving 
students to follow the Ivy League-pipeline 
from high school to the Ivy League to Wall 
Street or law school, medical school, or 
Teach For America. “Higher education is 
the place where people who had big plans 
in high school get stuck in fierce rivalries 
with equally smart peers over conventional 
careers like management consulting and 
investment banking,” Thiel observes, again 
in Zero to One. 

We can make substantive advancements 
at the K-12 level, too, by encouraging the 
proliferation of alternative schools that 
focus less on standardization and more on 
student learning. These encouragements 
can be as common as opening charter 
schools and Montessori schools to being as 
radical as founding Sudbury Valley schools, 
homeschooling, and even unschooling, our 
children. Students ought to be encouraged 
to take a gap year between high school and 
college so that they may get a reprieve from 
the standardized system before returning 
to school. College dropouts ought not 
be shamed as lazy and unmotivated, but 
simultaneously ought not be held to the 
standards of Mark Zuckerberg and Steve 
Jobs. We can instill an entrepreneurial, anti-
fragile, definitively optimistic mindset in our 
youth, but we have to make changes to our 
educational models first. 

Zachary Slayback is a sophomore studying 
Philosophy in The College of Arts & Sciences. He 
is an entrepreneur and a pilot. He can be reached 
at slayback@sas.upenn.edu, or at zakslayback.

STORY BY ZACHARY SLAYBACK

Weapons of 
Mass Instruction

How Standardized 
Schooling Crushes 
Entrepreneurship 

and Stymies Progress

ART BY TIFFANY WANG

“We need to place less of a burden on high-
achieving students to follow the Ivy League-
pipeline from high school to the Ivy League 
to Wall Street or law school, medical school, 
or Teach For America.”
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electorate. Indeed, the racialization of 
mass incarceration is in part a product 
of politicians acting in their own self-
interest.

Picture the year 1968. Dr. Martin Luther 
King is dead, racial tensions are at a high, 
young counter-culturists are burning 
Vietnam draft cards, and the Black Power 
movement is expanding. Political unrest 
hangs thick in the air—the Democratic 
Party’s support of civil rights has estranged 
a key portion of Southern, white voters. 
They need a new party to represent their 
concerns. Thus, the Southern Strategy is 
born: a political movement spearheaded 
by powerful conservatives who hope to 
gain the support of the Southern, white 
electorate.

Enter Richard Milhous Nixon, who 
is running for president and basing his 
campaign on law-and-order politics, 
which calls for a strict criminal justice 
system complete with mandatory 
sentences, three strike laws, and capital 
punishment. Nixonian politicians preach 
that incarceration is the most effective 
way of dealing with spikes in crime. By 
equating the Civil Rights movement to the 
rise of crime, Republicans were appealing 
to a fear of black crime that many white 
Southerners shared. As Jason Sokol, a 
former Mellon Postdoctoral Fellow at Penn, 
wrote, “The Civil Rights movement forever 
altered white Southerners’ everyday lives, 
upended their traditional attitudes… and…
shifted the balance of political power. 
It stripped the veneers of docility from 
African Americans and invested in them 
a new dignity. [To white Southerners], life 
seemed unrecognizable.” Due to careful 
exploitation of this Southern environment, 
along with other external factors such 
as the Vietnam War and divisions in the 
Democratic Party, Nixon was elected 
president in 1968.

Now, picture the year 1981. Ronald 
Reagan is president, having employed his 
own Southern Strategy in a campaign he 
launched in Neshoba County—the same 
county where three civil rights workers 
were murdered during the Freedom 
Summer. In what Ian Haney-López, 
Professor of Law at U.C. Berkeley, referred 
to as “a return of aggressive race-baiting,” 
Reagan perpetuated images of black 
Americans as welfare cheats and white 
Americans as hardworking taxpayers. 

Reagan was known to commonly invoke 
a stereotype about the typical ‘welfare 
queen’, who had “eighty names, thirty 
addresses, and 12 Social Security cards…
collecting veteran’s benefits on four non-
existing deceased husbands.” His image 
of the welfare queen had “Medicaid,…
food stamps, and…collect[ed] welfare 
under each of her names.” These 
phrases propagated the stereotype of the 
lecherous black woman as a parasite on 
the wholesome white state—all without 
mentioning race.

As Michelle Alexander, Professor of 
Law at Ohio State University, put it, “a new 
race-neutral language was developed to 
appeal to old racist sentiments, a language 
accompanied by a political movement.” 
This language was effective: in the year 
1980, 22% of Democrats defected from the 
party. Additionally, the defection rate rose 
to 34% in Democrats who thought civil 
rights leaders were moving too quickly. 
As for those voters who believed “the 
government should not make any special 
efforts to help [blacks] because they should 
help themselves,” 71% voted for Reagan. 
In an environment fraught with paranoia 
about black crime, and drug crimes 
specifically, incarceration rates began 
to reach a high as well. Hard on crime 
meant hard on criminals—mostly black 
criminals.

In the late 80’s, according to Human 
Rights Watch, “crack cocaine was perceived 
as a drug of the black inner-city poor, while 
powder cocaine, with its higher costs, was 
a drug of wealthy whites.” The legislative 
response to the cocaine epidemic was 
highly damaging: the Anti-Drug Abuse 
Acts of 1986 and 1988 imposed much 
harsher penalties for the possession or sale 
of crack compared to powdered cocaine. In 
fact, conviction for the possession of crack 
meant the same mandatory prison term as 
the possession of 100 times more powdered 
cocaine. Each drug bust in predominantly 
black neighborhoods pulled more African-
Americans into the prison system. Blacks 
made up only 12% of the U.S. population, 
but a staggering 50% of the incarcerated 
population.

The Reagan administration also 
featured one of the most blatant misuses 
of political power as means to mass 
incarcerate: the Byrne Program gave law 
enforcement the right to “keep, for their 

own use, a vast majority of cash and 
assets they seized when waging the drug 
war.” This proved to be a very lucrative 
development: police officers seized $1 
billion in assets between the years of 1988 
and 1992 alone. Logically, an officer would 
be more interested in pursuing many 
small drug dealers and profiting from 
each, as opposed to tracking down the 
kingpin once. Multitudes of nonviolent, 
petty black dealers and users were put 
behind bars for drug possession—even 
though black Americans statistically were 
and are less likely to use drugs than white 
Americans.

This frenzy, obsession even, 
with tracking down drug users and 
criminalizing them is very characteristic 
of the time period, and the effects of the 
80’s are still being felt today. Although 
some problematic legislation has been 
repealed, three strike laws and mandatory 
minimums are still prevalent today—a 
concerning legacy. Many small dealers who 
were incarcerated during the 80’s are still 
serving their mandatory prison sentences, 
thumping on the windowless walls of their 
cells. As a result of the Southern Strategy 
and hard-on-crime politics, the black 
population has been irrevocably affected.

What happened to the idea of liberty 
and justice for all? The U.S. is currently 
the world’s largest jailer; Americans are 
5% of the world population, yet we house 
25% of the world’s incarcerated population. 
Ironically referred to as the land of the 
free, the U.S. keeps a significant portion 
of its people behind bars. The U.S. must 
recognize the error of its former legislation; 
a new generation of forward-thinking 
politicians is crucial for the rectification of 
what has proven to be bankrupt policies. 
The nation must move forward past the 
craze of law-and-order, for this type of mass 
incarceration is outdated, unnecessary, 
and simply cannot be sustained.

Pallavi Wakharkar is a sophomore from 
Phoenix, Arizona studying Political Science 
and English in The College of Arts & Sciences. 
She is the Stage Manager for Bloomers 
Comedy Troupe, a member of The Excelano 
Project, and a writer and copy editor for 
IMPACT Magazine. She loves to travel. One 
summer, she she visited 11 countries in one 
month.

Failed Policies: 
Race, Drugs, and 

So-Called Criminal Justice

Visit any maximum security prison 
in the United States and you 
may hear a strange sound—a 

rhythmic pounding, a desperate type of 
drum beat. You may be confused at first 
but, eventually, you’ll come to understand 
that this thumping is a constant in prison 
life: it is many prisoners’ only interaction 
with “the outside.” Once on the inside, 
you can observe the daily lives of inmates 
as if within a bizarre human zoo: through 
glass walls, watch as the prisoners shuffle 
in chains or shoot some hoops. Watch 
them as they watch you—you with your 
outside clothes and outside state of mind. 

Indeed, conditions on the inside are 
horrific—correction facilities are jam-
packed for space, with mass incarceration 
and mass funding continuing to feed the 
ever-hungry, ever-expanding American 
prison machine.

While you are visiting this prison, 
you may notice that the number of 
black and brown inmates outweighs the 
number of white inmates. You would be 
wrong to assume that the racial disparity 
within prisons is mere coincidence. 
Legislators have systematically targeted 
black Americans since former President 
Nixon’s era of “law-and-order politics.” 

The strategies employed by politicians 
such as Nixon have created tragedy in 
the black community. As of 2001, one in 
six black men had been incarcerated. By 
now, if these trends hold up, one in three 
black males born today will serve a prison 
sentence. Many of these Americans have 
been and will be incarcerated for petty 
drug offenses, not violent crimes. These 
drug sentences are a result of draconian 
drug laws that specifically target people 
of color in hyper-segregated, inner city 
neighborhoods. Politicians specifically 
drafted these “hard on crime” laws as a 
tactic for attracting more of the white 

STORY BY PALLAVI WAKHARKAR
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national monuments were ultra vires or 
beyond statutory powers, and in violation of 
the Constitution. This case entrenched the 
constitutionality of the Act, as the Appellate 
Court dismissed the attack on the Act’s 
constitutionality as untenable and looked 
at the case through the lens of statutory 
compliance. With the power of supportive 
precedent and the breadth of the Act’s powers, 
the Court found in favor of the defendant. 
Other cases reinforce the strength of the 
Antiquities Act as well (see Cappaert v. U.S., 
Cameron v. U.S.).

Challenges to the Antiquities Act’s use 
were not limited to the judicial realm. In 1978, 
in response to President Carter’s dramatic 
reservation of 56 million acres of Alaskan 
wilderness, Congress acted to attached caveats 
to the reservation (such as the possibility 
of drilling in ANWR). Importantly, though, 
millions of acres of fragile and exceptional 
land were preserved in perpetuity, regardless 
of the conditions. These constitutional and 
congressional examples demonstrate the 
fortitude of the Antiquities Act, which even 
its opponents recognize.  In Modern Remedies 
of Antiquated Laws, author Mark Rutzick, a 
critic of the Act’s broad powers, recommends 
focusing attacks on the Act on statutory issues, 
recognizing the constitutional strength and 
precedent of the law. According to Mr. Rutzick 
and to the history of the legislation, it is clear 
that the Act will remain a valuable tool for the 
executive into the near future, and we can be 
assured that discussion of the Antiquities Act 
will not be focused on its legitimacy, but rather 

upon the statutory boundaries of its application.
President Obama’s actions were not 

only constitutional, but represent the 
importance of the Antiquities Act powers. By 
designating powers to the executive to make 
extraordinary reservations of public land, 
the Federal Government has safeguarded 
tens of millions of acres of wilderness and 
historically significant areas for posterity. The 
unilateralism of the Antiquities Act is a point 
of contention, but where are the arguments 
against preserving the Grand Canyon, Devil’s 
Tower, and the Statue of Liberty, some of 
America’s greatest treasures? Ultimately, 
by preserving the authority of the courts to 
determine if a president does exceed her 

or his statutory prerogatives, we achieve a 
workable equilibrium between the forces of 
conservation and executive power. In light 
of the foreign policy setbacks and legislative 
malfunction of his presidency, perhaps 
President Obama’s lasting legacy will be 
defined not by what he changed, but by what 
he preserved.  

Joe Kiernan is a sophomore and University Scholar 
studying Political Science in The College of Arts & 
Sciences .  Hailing from South Jersey, he serves as 
Assistant Editor-in-Chief of The Statesman, Penn’s 
conservative publication, and as an executive officer 
in the Penn Government & Politics Association.

Men are qualified for civil liberty 
in exact proportion to their 
disposition to put moral chains on 

their own appetites.” With this elegant quote 
from conservative British intellectual Edmund 
Burke, President Theodore Roosevelt 
affirmed his support for the passage of the 
Antiquities Act of 1906, which endowed the 
executive with the unilateral prerogative to 
reserve federal lands as national monuments 
in perpetuity. Fast-forward 108 years to June 
2014. President Barack Obama announced 
that almost 700,000 square miles of American 
Pacific maritime territory would be reserved 
as a national monument. However, this was 
not the first time President Obama exercised 
the Antiquities Act. In 2013, he signed an 
executive order to designate five new national 
monuments across the U.S. mainland, 
including historical and natural sites. On the 
Left, many applauded the President, after 
earlier being perceived as unwilling to engage 
in environmental protection. On the Right, his 
actions were met with derision and critique. 
Fishermen attacked his maritime reservations 
just as other pro-business advocates had 
criticized his earlier reservations of territory. 
Some, who had never heard of the Antiquities 
Act, were shocked at the breadth of the powers 
given to the executive.  

Critics raised two points of contention: why 
is this Act within the presidential prerogative, 
and is this Act constitutional?  By examining 
the legislative rationale and legal precedent 
of the Act, these questions are sufficiently 
answered in favor of the executive.  President 

Obama’s exercise of Antiquities Act powers 
was not only constitutional, but fundamentally 
justified.

The Act was a product of the height of the 
Progressive conservation movement in the 
United States. In response to growing calls for 
preservation of pristine natural environments 
and the legislative obstacles facing the creation 
of national parks (congressional assent), the 
Antiquities Act was crafted to endow the 
executive with the power to immediately 
designate lands for perpetual protection. 
The Act states “that the President…is hereby 
authorized, in his discretion, to declare by 
public proclamation historic landmarks, 
historic and prehistoric structures, and other 
objects of historic or scientific interest that are 
situated upon the lands owned or controlled 
by the Government of the United States to be 
national monuments.” The Act limits the size 
of the national monument to the “smallest area 
compatible with proper care and management 
of the objects to be protected.” This language, 
exceptionally broad and enumerative, is the 
basis of the expansive expression of executive 
authority to designate such monuments.

Many of the proponents of the Act’s initial 
passage, however, were concerned with 
preserving localized and specific “antiquities” 
and, as noted by Robert W. Righter in  National 
Monuments to National Parks, would be shocked 
by the recent expansive interpretation of the 
law’s powers. Despite these observations, 
the reasoning for the creation of the Act 
is pragmatic. The reservation of lands in 
particular regions tends to elicit intense 

local political opposition, which can inhibit 
congressional action to form national parks.  
However, by delegating responsibilities for 
reservation, which sometimes later leads to 
the creation of national parks, to the executive, 
the responsibility for land preservation can 
circumvent regional political squabbles.

Considering the range of the Antiquities 
Act’s powers, the question arises: is the Act 
constitutional? Since 1906, the Act has faced 
a number of legal challenges and legislative 
reassessments. The judicial precedent in 
regards to the Act is essential to fortifying its 
contemporary legitimacy. The first significant 
opposition to the Act coalesced when the 
Act was utilized to create large monuments, 
numbering the hundreds of thousands of 
acres. In 1943, President Franklin Roosevelt 
used the Antiquities Act to form a new 
national monument, encompassing 221,670 
acres, in Jackson Hole, Wyoming. The decision 
angered local residents and triggered a suit by 
the Wyoming State Government, Wyoming 
v. Franke, against the National Park Service 
(NPS). 

However, the NPS won the suit, asserting 
that the Wyoming’s opposition was a direct 
affront to appropriate executive authority 
and justifying, through a parade of experts, 
the “historical and scientific” merit of the 
region. The executive’s authority was within 
the statutory limits of the law. In Mountain 
States Legal Foundation v. Bush (2002), a 
property rights advocate filed suit against 
the Federal Government, claiming that the 
Clinton Administration’s designation of six 

STORY BY JOE KIERNAN
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On September 22nd, thirteen 
thousand university students 
congregated at the Chinese 

University of Hong Kong in one of the 
largest student protests in the history of the 
city.  With students from more than twenty 
institutions of higher education boycotting 
their classes, they instead voiced their 
concerns about the upcoming political and 
electoral changes brought by the central 
government in Beijing.  

As a Hongkonger, it is often tempting 
to dismiss these demonstrations as 
insignificant.  For a city of nearly eight 
million people, thirteen thousand 
students protesting on a university campus 
seems trivial.  My friends often joke 
that demonstrating is a favorite pastime 
of Hongkongers: from whining about 
economic policies to complaining about 
the lack of adequate public transportation, 

protesters storming the streets are quotidian 
occurrences in Hong Kong.  And, usually, the 
media treats these daily events as a routine 
arrangement: perhaps a mention on the 
radio, a paragraph in a newspaper, a brief 
bulletin on the nightly news.  

However, there is something 
fundamentally different about the 
debate currently transpiring over Hong 
Kong.  It addresses one of the Hong Kong 
government’s most underlying flaws and 
does so in an increasingly urgent timeframe: 
its incoherent and unsustainable political 
structure.  

Hong Kong’s current predicament stems 
from an agreement made nearly two decades 
ago, when the territory of Hong Kong was 
handed back to Chinese authorities by the 
British.  Both parties agreed to respect the 
ideals of “one country, two systems” – Hong 
Kong would be granted independence in 

all affairs, apart from foreign relations and 
defense.  This was made in conjunction with 
promises of eventual universal suffrage and 
increasing autonomy for a period of fifty 
years.

And, for a time, this compromise held.  
Beijing seemingly devolved administrative 
powers to Hong Kong: we elect local 
community leaders, as well as Legislative 
Council members (parliamentary 
representatives) as part of geographical 
constituencies.  Our Chief Executive, the 
nominal leader of Hong Kong, is elected 
by the Elections Committee (an electoral 
college).  Of course, the central government 
has maintained a presence in Hong Kong, 
especially via appointed representatives that 
form functional constituencies (i.e. leaders 
in their respective fields of employment 
who are also usually loyal to Beijing).  These 
appointees would also form the bulk of the 
Elections Committee, ostensibly reflecting 
the wishes of the Hong Kong people.  Thus, 
the pseudo-democratic government of Hong 
Kong was formed, and it has remained 
largely unchanged since its inception in 1997.  

So how did the seemingly compliant 
general public of Hong Kong have such 
a large paradigm shift in the recent few 
months?  Why is the public riled into 
action?  A large part of it stems from the 
aftermath of the messy and chaotic Chief 
Executive election in 2012.  Marred by 

scandals, allegations of corruption, cronyism 
and personal humiliations, the election 
demonstrated not only the boundaries that 
Beijing was willing to push in order to put its 
favored candidate at the helm of Hong Kong, 
but also the dire need for electoral reform.  
The 1200-strong Elections Committee proved 
to be a proxy for Beijing, where unfairly 
large contingents of electors from pro-
establishment camps and professions (such 
as Chinese medicine, industry and finance) 
outnumbered potentially hostile voting 
groups (such as lawyers, social workers and 
elected representatives).  

As a result, the pan-democracy camp 
placed increasing pressure on the Legislative 
Council and the central government to grant 
acceptable electoral reforms.  In response, 
Beijing issued a “white paper” policy 
document on June 10, 2014, underscoring 
the sovereignty of China and authority of 
central government.  There was massive 
public backlash as hundreds of thousands 
protested on July 1st.  A public referendum 
was also held, where nearly 800,000 
voters responded to proposals to political 
reform.  Despite this, Beijing held firm in its 
position. On August 31st, China’s National 
People’s Congress (NPC) ruled that although 

Hong Kong citizens would be allowed to 
vote for their Chief Executive in 2017, the 
candidates would be selected by the central 
government, essentially restricting the choice 
of the territory’s leader to loyalists in the pro-
establishment camp.  

Thus, the people of Hong Kong were 
delivered an ultimatum: approve of the NPC 
ruling and receive ‘universal suffrage’ in the 
2017 elections or defy the central government 
and ultimately persist with the status quo.  

The decision that faces Hong Kong’s 
public and its lawmakers is undoubtedly 
a difficult one.  Beijing’s response to the 
unofficial referendum has been vehement 
condemnation, denouncing it as a complete 
“farce.”  China has consistently stressed that 
it still has “comprehensive jurisdiction” over 
Hong Kong and implied that it is willing to 
do anything necessary to assert its authority.  
As China deals with separatist sentiments 
in the autonomous regions of XinJiang and 
Tibet, China’s reaction in Hong Kong could 
also set potential precedent with regards 
to dissent and insubordination.  There is a 
strong incentive for Beijing to crackdown on 
demonstrations in Hong Kong, particularly 
to deter future discord.  So what’s next for the 
people of Hong Kong? 

The mandate by the NPC seems unlikely 
to change, as are the daily sit-ins by the 
general public, albeit perhaps in smaller 
size.  The demonstrations in the past three 
weeks have disrupted Hong Kong’s financial 
capabilities, while the student boycott have 
triggered talks between the student leaders 
and the government.  It will also be another 
month before the Legislative Council is due 
to discuss the NPC ruling and decide on 
whether to pass a bill amending electoral 
procedures.  If the Council fails to amend the 
procedures according to Beijing’s wishes, the 
2017 election will certainly degenerate into a 
joke once again; yet this would compromise 
the ideals of democracy and freedom 
of expression that the general public so 
earnestly strives for.  One thing is clear: 
the general public of Hong Kong will need 
to fight a massive uphill battle against the 
entrenched establishment if they wish for 
true change to be brought about. 

Lucien is a freshman from Hong Kong studying 
in The Wharton School. He plans to major in 
Finance and is interested in politics and debating.

“Thus, the people of Hong Kong were delivered 
an ultimatum: approve of the NPC ruling 
and receive ‘universal suffrage’ in the 2017 
elections or defy the central government and 
ultimately persist with the status quo.”

STORY BY LUCIEN WANG
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In June 2014, Penn’s own Annenberg 
Public Policy Center published 
a study suggesting that Stephen 

Colbert has accomplished more in 
educating his viewers about campaign 
finance than the mainstream media. 
Colbert, star of Comedy Central’s 
The Colbert Report and creator of 
his own super PAC (“Americans For 
a Better Tomorrow, Tomorrow”), 
responded to the study: “I have been 
ranked the most informative of all 
American news organizations, and I 
am incredibly sorry.” 

Apologies aside, Colbert is 
correct that his show, as well as Jon 
Stewart’s The Daily Show, are rising 
in influence. The Wall Street Journal 
recently discussed findings that the 
popularity of these Comedy Central 
programs is not confined to regions 
comprised of the stereotypical 
audience for left-leaning political 
satire, like urban metropolises and 
liberal college towns. Many viewers 
are also found in regions known as 
the “Monied Burbs,” areas of high 
income and advanced education 
levels that are often critical swing-vote 
districts.   The increasing political 
relevance of Colbert’s and Stewart’s 
shows may stir fear in the hearts of 
their critics. They have commented 
that young Americans are becoming 
overly reliant on Comedy Central for 

the news, and that these programs 
“poison young people’s outlook on 
government.” 

Contrary to these accusations, The 
Daily Show and The Colbert Report 
do not merely report “fake news” that 
criticizes for the sake of criticizing. 
Instead, they inform Americans about 
topics that need to be discussed in an 
intelligent yet entertaining way, and 
are free from the mainstream media’s 
constraints of constantly “balanced” 
reporting. Colbert’s and Stewart’s 
reports are irrefutably shaping the 
way Americans inform themselves, 
and the entrenched news media could 
even learn a thing or two from these 
masters of satire. 

The website of Jon Stewart’s 
program jokingly advertises The 
Daily Show as “a nightly half-hour 
series unburdened by objectivity, 
journalistic integrity or even 
accuracy.” This first point—the 
dearth of objectivity on Stewart 

and Colbert’s shows—is a major 
differentiator from the established 
mainstream news, and gives these 
comedians the freedom to more 
openly question the status quo. CNN 
and similar ostensibly objective 
networks are under pressure to 
always appear “balanced,” even 
when the truth may not be. For 
example, news anchors present 
climate change as a controversy 
between two evenly matched sides, 
even though the number of scientists 
rejecting the existence of global 
warming are few and far between. 
At times, journalists break from the 
tradition of appearing impartial, 
like when the normally objective 
Anderson Cooper expressed outrage 
on-air about the severely inadequate 
government support for the victims 
of Hurricane Katrina. 

Colbert and Stewart are free to 
report the truth fearlessly, even 
when that truth is “unbalanced.” 

STORY BY NADIA TAREEN | ART BY TIFFANY WANG

“Colbert and Stewart are free to 
report the truth fearlessly, even 
when that truth is ‘unbalanced.’”

Comedy and 
Politics
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On March 24, 1976 a military junta 
overthrew the Argentine government 
and seized control of the country. A 

rigidly conservative regime, the junta brutally 
repressed its population by assuming military 
control of the press, universities and labor 
unions, reintroducing the death penalty, 
and sanctioning the kidnap and torture 
of thousands of citizens seen as potential 
ideological opponents. More than 30 years 
later, Argentina is still grappling with the legacy 
of the military junta through ongoing human 
rights trials and a continued search for the lost 
children of los desaparecidos (the disappeared), 
who were casualties of Argentina’s Dirty War. 

Argentina’s Supreme Court Justice Ricardo 

Lorenzetti recently affirmed in June that 
the trials are going to continue through 2015 
after President Cristina Kirchner steps down. 
“Human rights are not a fashion statement. 
Trials for crimes against humanity do not 
change when governments or times do. There 
will not be any setbacks,” Lorenzetti said.

During the late 1970s, the military 
junta kidnapped approximately 30,000 
intellectuals, political activists, and students 
who opposed their regime and brutally 
murdered them in secret detention centers 
throughout Argentina.  Many were thrown 
from planes into the Río de Plata on notorious 
“death flights.”

However, the military junta drew the line 

at murdering pregnant mothers. They were 
allowed to give birth in the detention centers, 
only to be murdered shortly thereafter. The 
children of los desaparecidos were put up for 
adoption, mainly given to military families 
and government supporters. In some cases, 
the adoptive parents were not aware of the 
origin of the children.

On October 30, 1983, Argentina held its 
first democratic elections in seven years. 
The election marked the end of the region’s 
most brutal military dictatorship. Argentina’s 
newly elected president, Raúl Alfonsín, was 
tasked with addressing hyperinflation, which 
raged at 400%, settling Argentina’s $43 billion 
foreign debt, restoring Argentina’s democracy, 

They boldly expose hypocrisy when 
they see it, and do not feel the need 
to beat around the bush—no pun 
intended. At the 2006 White House 
Correspondents’ Dinner, Colbert 
delivered ruthless jabs at President 
Bush in “arguably the most searing 
of all performances in the history of 
the event,” according to Vanity Fair. 
Unlike mainstream news anchors 
who would not dare insult the 
President sitting beside them, Colbert 
ironically remarked that he and 
President Bush are not so different, as 
he explained: “I’m a simple man with 
a simple mind. I hold a simple set 
of beliefs that I live by. I believe the 
government that governs best is the 
government that governs least…and 
by these standards, we have set up a 
fabulous government in Iraq.” 

The mainstream media can follow 
Colbert’s and Stewart’s example 
on taking more risks, and also on 
reporting on issues that matter. In 
Colbert’s segment celebrating his 
recognition for educating the public 
in the Annenberg study, he explains 
to his audience, “Clearly I must work 
harder at informing you less. And to 
do that, I humbly bow myself before 

the masters.” This is followed by 
a series of clips from hard-hitting 
journalism on CNN, MSNBC, and ABC 
World News, including discussions 
of baby squirrels, burrito vending 
machines, and “what your dog could 
be doing when you’re not home.” 
Both mainstream media networks 
and the Comedy Central programs 
are guilty of devoting time to “fluff ” 
segments, but the 24-hour news cycle 
can be criticized for concentrating 
exclusively on short-term news events 
and quickly forgetting about them 
one week later. 

The Daily Show and The Colbert 
Report include extensive features 
about the current events of the 
moment, but also shed light on longer-
term issues of importance to the 
US. Colbert’s show illuminated the 
tangled world of campaign finance, 
and his recurring segment “Get to 
Know a District” informs constituents 
about their representatives. In 
2007, The Project for Excellence in 
Journalism found that The Daily 
Show dedicated a greater proportion 
of airtime to science, technology, 
and environmental stories than 
the mainstream media. The shows’ 
attention to scientific issues has made 
significant progress in educating the 
public in an area where it is often 
difficult to engage viewers.

In one of Colbert’s interviews on 
Meet The Press in out-of-character 
mode, he responded to disapproval 

of his show: “People say young people 
only get their news from Jon Stewart 
and myself, and other late night people. 
But I think they wouldn’t get the joke 
if they didn’t know the news already.” 
Colbert and Stewart are informing 
audiences beyond what is available 
on traditional news networks, while 
also challenging popular viewpoints 
and government decisions in a way 
that other anchors do not. According 
to the American Journal Review’s 
article “What the Mainstream Media 
Can Learn From Jon Stewart,” 
Comedy Central’s popular programs 
can remind mainstream news anchors 
of some important messages: “Don’t 
underestimate your audience. Be 
relevant. And be bold.” Of course, 
viewers should not expect to turn to 
CNN for open mockery of politicians 
anytime soon, but hopefully they will 
soon be able to find more journalists 
who make us question, think, and 
maybe even laugh.

Nadia Tareen hails from Bryn Mawr, 
PA and is a senior in The Huntsman 
Program studying International Studies, 
Spanish, and OPIM. On campus, she 
works with nonprofits through Social 
Impact Consulting and is on the board 
for the Cipactli Latino Honors Society.  
Nadia is also an avid fan of the Colbert 
Report and loves to travel - she visited 9 
countries this summer. 

STORY BY TAYLOR EVENSEN
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and providing justice for those who suffered 
under the dictatorship.

In 1983, Alfonsín created the National 
Commission on the Disappearance of 
Persons, or CONADEP, to document 
human rights abuses. CONDEP published 
a document called “Núnca Más”  (“Never 
Again”), which documented approximately 
9,000 disappearances and the methodologies 
of the military junta. In April 1985, the trials of 
the junta’s top military commanders began. 
The Argentine Supreme Court sentenced 
former President Jorge Rafael Videla and the 
head of the Army Eduardo Massera to life in 
prison.

In addition to the trial of the junta’s 
leading commanders, Alfonsín began 
the prosecution of military subordinates. 
The quantity of trials was enormous, and 
the soldiers argued that they were simply 
obeying orders. Consequently, the Argentine 
army staged a series of uprisings against 
the Alfonsín government in reaction to the 
human rights trials. In April 1987, junior 
army officers barricaded themselves during 
Argentina´s Holy Week (Semana Santa). 
They surrendered after a large demonstration 
in Plaza de Mayo in response to Alfonsín’s calls 
to defend democracy. Two more rebellions 
occurred in 1988.

Faced with this growing insurgency, 
Alfonsín enacted the Due Obedience and 
Full Stop laws to appease the army and deal 
with the large caseload. The Full Stop Law 
set a deadline (December 1985) for people 
to file cases. After this date, the courts would 
not accept new cases. The Due Obedience 
Law, passed in 1987, pardoned all members 

of the military, except those in positions in 
command, accepting the idea that they were 
simply obeying orders. These collectively 
became known as the “Pardon Laws.”

In 2003, Congress nullified the Due 
Obedience and Full Stop laws, and in 2005 
the Argentine Supreme Court upheld this 
decision, deeming these laws unconstitutional. 
The Supreme Court also ruled that “forced 
disappearances, abductions, torture cases and 
children’s appropriation were crimes against 
humanity and thus not subjected to the statute 
of limitations.”

The human rights trials of lower ranking 
military and security officers began in 2006. 
The first official brought to trial was Miguel 
Etchecolatz, the police commissioner of 
Buenos Aires during the 1970s. Etchecolatz 
was convicted on six counts of murder, 
unlawful imprisonment, and seven counts of 
torture. The tribunal denounced his actions as 
“crimes against humanity in the context of the 
genocide that took place in Argentina.” 

Since Etchecolatz’s trial, there have been 
more than 2,000 people accused of crimes 
against humanity. In 2012, the pilots who 
flew the notorious “death flights” were finally 
prosecuted. In July of the same year, Jorge 
Videla, the former president from 1976-1981 
was sentenced to 50 years in prison for his plan 
to steal babies from women who gave birth to 
them in detention centers. Videla had already 
been serving a life sentence at the time.

In addition to the trials, the effects of the 
military junta are still evident in Argentina 
today, as many of the children of 

 have not been identified. Just last month, 
Estela de Carlotta, the president of the 

Grandmothers of Plaza de Mayo (a human 
rights organization started by mothers of los 
desaparecidos during the military junta) found 
her grandchild, who had been taken from his 
mother in a detention center. Guido, who had 
been raised under the name Ignacio Hurban 
over 200 miles outside of Buenos Aires, had 
come forward for DNA testing because he had 
doubts about his identity. Guido is the 114th 
grandchild recovered by the grandmothers.

Fourteen grandmothers founded the 
Grandmothers of Plaza de Mayo in 1977. 
Faced with a judicial system deaf to their 
claims, the mothers and grandmothers 
of the desaparecidos would meet in the 
Plaza de Mayo in Buenos Aires, in front of 
the presidential palace, every Thursday 
demanding to be told their children’s fate. The 
military junta banned the meeting of groups 
larger than three people, so the grandmothers 
would circle Plaza de Mayo in groups of 
three. Ultimately, many of them faced police 
violence.

Gradually, more women joined them, 
and they began to identify themselves by 
wearing white headscarves to symbolize 
their lost grandchildren. They stressed their 
condition as suffering mothers to appeal to 
the foreign press and international human 
rights organizations. These women were the 
only visible oppositional presence during the 
military junta. 

The Grandmothers have worked tirelessly 
to find and identify the missing children. 
They established a National Genetic Data 
Bank and collected DNA samples from 
relatives. Because these children do not know 
the circumstances under which they were 
adopted, the Grandmothers rely heavily on 
public awareness campaigns to find these 
missing grandchildren. They urge anyone 
who has doubts about their identity to get a 
DNA test.

The 1970s brutal military junta still haunts 
Argentina today. There are countless unsolved 
cases of los desaparecidos, and there are still 385 
“lost” grandchildren to recover. Thirty years 
ago there was no recourse for the families of 
los desaparecidos. However, these human 
rights trials can finally provide closure and 
establish the truth about what happened.

Taylor Evensen is a junior studying History in The 
College of Arts & Sciences.

The petrodollar has come under threat, 
and there is no reason why we should 
continue to defend it. We have waged 

many wars over it, and there might be more 
to come. The petrodollar is derived from 
the end of the Bretton Woods agreement 
in 1971. When the dollar was removed from 
the gold standard, we had to find a different 
way to maintain its strength. In that pursuit, 
the stability of the US currency was then 
maintained by convincing all countries to 
buy and sell their oil in US dollars. No matter 
how many dollars the Federal Reserve prints, 
it will never lead to much inflation in the US. 
Quantitative easing has made the petrodollar 
particularly useful, because all that injected 
cash is floating around outside the US. This 
allows low inflation within US borders, but 
high inflation outside of it.

The US also uses its privileged dollar 
position to maintain the largest trade deficit 
in the world, because the printed dollars 
were used to purchase foreign commodities 
in exchange for IOUs, much of it sits in the 
central banks of China, Japan and Saudi 

Arabia. The stable dollar seems to let the 
US get away with trade deficits and money 
printing and much of the reason for this is 
related to the petrodollar phenomenon. If 
the countries stopped selling the oil in US 
dollars, then the demand for dollars would 
fall, and all the new dollars the Fed printed 
would return to the US economy in the form 
of inflation. This is what happens to most 
Latin American countries, and really any 
other country that started the printing press 
– except the US, where the petrodollar had 
retained its extraordinary privilege.

The petrodollar is also an important 
cause of war. The Iraq War has arguably been 
fought over maintaining the petrodollar. 
There really were no weapons of mass 
destruction in Iraq, and the fanfare about 
promoting freedom and democracy turned 
into sectarian violence and civil war. The Iraq 
War has been fought for economic reasons 
– because Saddam Hussein had switched 
currencies, selling his huge oil reserves 
in euros rather than dollars. The Bush 
administration understandably panicked 

and called for regime change. The fearful 
environment surrounding 9/11 certainly 
made the public very willing to go into an 
unnecessary war that risked American 
lives and taxpayer money. Though Iraq was 
only a small country, the fear was that other 
countries would imitate Saddam’s actions 
if they happened to not like the US. And it 
was important to punish Saddam in order 
to warn other nations to never abandon the 
petrodollar. After the invasion in Iraq, the 
new Iraqi government awarded oil contracts 
to US oil corporations and returned to the 
petrodollar standard.

And here comes the next biggest threat 
on the radar of US policymakers concerning 
the petrodollar: Russia. Russia is another 
major oil and gas exporter and has thus 
far obediently followed the petrodollar 
standard. But then the Ukraine crisis 
happened. Though Americans were not 
the ones initiating the Maidan protests and 
the fall of pro-Russian president Viktor 
Janukovitch and the Russian occupation of 
Crimea, they did provide the pro-western 

The 
Petrodollar 

Rule 
Needs to 

End
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forces with financial backing. The EU hoped 
to integrate Ukraine, which would mean new 
business opportunities, and the US hoped 
it could become part of NATO to further 
weaken Moscow’s hand. Putin subsequently 
ordered the occupation of Crimea and the 
arming of rebels in Eastern Ukraine, where 
a Russian-majority population resides. This 
was followed by Western sanctions against 
Russia. Were these sanctions justified? With 
respect to preserving the petrodollar, the 
answer would be yes.

Putin now finds himself under severe 
pressure from the West and has decided to 
sign agreements with Iran and China to sell 
oil and gas in currencies other than the US 
dollar. With Russia now defecting from the 
petrodollar standard, there is a serious threat 
to US dollar legitimacy, because these are not 
small and weak countries like Iran or Iraq. An 
invasion of Russia, which holds the second-
largest nuclear arsenal in the world - an old 
Soviet legacy - is out of the question for the 
Obama administration, and the only means 
they can resort to are economic sanctions. 
But it is also questionable how long they 

can preserve a sanctions policy against such 
a large country. Many western countries are 
reeling from a huge financial and economic 
crisis and imposing trade barriers will further 
aggravate these crises, especially in Europe. It 
is really not wise to pursue sanctions against 
powerful Russia. Though the petrodollar is 
not the only cause for Western sanctions, it 
should at least be considered.

I call for the abandonment of the 
petrodollar standard and the dollar as a 
reserve currency. Others have recently 
argued in favor of repealing the dollar as 
reserve currency because by fostering cheap 
imports, the petrodollar weakens domestic 
production and job creation. There will 
soon probably be huge economic problems 
if the loss of reserve currency status were 
to happen, because the investors will take 
their time to find a new reserve currency 
other than the dollar. Sadly, this is easier 
said than done.  There is no hegemonic 
power that would stand ready to take over 
the US position. China is there, but they are 
still opposing a full opening of their capital 
markets, which means they have thus far 

seen some advantages in the strong US dollar 
regardless of the weak fundamentals of the 
US economy. The EU has a strong currency, 
but due to their internal economic divisions, 
I don’t see a way for them to become the 
hegemon, and they feel rather comfortable 
under the protective US umbrella.

Many Americans are tired of fighting 
the wars against other country’s people, 
who can scarcely be considered our natural 
enemies. If we really wanted to reduce the 
need for military aggression, bloodshed 
and economic suffering, then we would also 
have to abandon the unilateral claim on an 
almighty currency.

Larry, originally from Philadelphia, is currently 
a senior studying Sociology and Economic Policy 
in The College of Arts & Sciences. He is a member 
of the Undergraduate Economics Society, the 
Penn German Club, and the Penn Publications 
Cooperative. Previously, he has been published 
in Wharton International Business Review, 
Penn Asia Review, Penn Spectrum, and Penn 
Sustainability Review.
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P. CASEY, JR.

Could you please tell us about your 
upbringing? Did you always have a dream 
of serving in Congress or even being the 
Speaker of the House?

I grew up in a rural area and came from 
pretty humble beginnings. My dad was a 
farm service dealer, so I kind of grew up in 
the back of a feed truck.  I worked my way 
through high school and college. I did 
everything, from washing dishes and milk 
routes, to short-line trucking and working 
truck docks. 

I was an economics major in college, 
which I love, but never thought I would 
have the ability or financial situation to 
pursue it. When I graduated from college, 
I was offered a coaching job at my old 
high school as a freshman football coach, 
which would allow me to get my master’s 
degree from Northern Illinois University 
at the same time. I thought I would take 
five years to give back to everyone by 
teaching economics, government, history, 
and speech, and coaching football and 
wrestling.  It was a small school where 
you taught everything and drove a school 
bus when you needed to. I did that for 
“five years,” which ended up being sixteen 
years. 

I got married and had a family. I got 

into sports politics and state legislatures 
when I became president of the National 
Wrestling Coaches Group. In 1978, I went 
to Congress and lobbied for the Amateur 
Sports Act, which, among other things, 
gave wrestling the Olympic designation. 
I realized that Congressmen were just 
like everybody else. They put their pants 
on the same way and they don’t have a 
halo on their heads. When I understood 
that Congressmen were just real people, I 
decided I’d like to do that someday.

At the same time, despite also teaching 
school, I was making very little money 
to raise a family on. I went to the 
superintendent and said, “I’d like to make 
a little bit more money.” He said, “You 
have your master’s degree, you have the 
subjects that you’ve been teaching for 
15 years. We can’t pay you any more.” I 
thought to myself, “I’m not sure if I want 
to do this for the next 20 years of my life.” 
The next career step was either to become 
a principal or go into administration. The 
school’s principal was my friend. I would 
drop into his office a couple times a week 
to jawbone with him, but every time I 
did I would see the same seven or eight 
desperadoes sitting outside his office. I 
didn’t know if I wanted to deal with kids 
who were smoking in the johns, throwing 
spitballs in the study halls, or getting 

rowdy on the bus. 

[So] I took a break from work, came 
home one October, opened up the paper 
and saw that my state representative 
was resigning and becoming director 
of public health. I thought, “I could do 
that job.” So I got my fellow teachers 
and friends to help pass out petitions, 
and I got 500 or 600 names. I went down 
to Springfield, filed my name, and got 
myself on the ballot. Three days later the 
Republican County Chairman called me 
up and said, “What in the heck are you 
doing? I’ve already got a candidate. I don’t 
know who you are.” I knew the academic 
side of politics, but I hadn’t been involved 
in a real political system. But I believed 
in myself and fought. I won a seat in the 
Illinois General Assembly and spent six 
years there. In fact, the County Chairman 
ended up becoming a real mentor of mine 
over the years.  

I had great opportunities in the Illinois 
General Assembly. I got into a lot of 
things for a guy who was not a lawyer, 
who was just a wrestling coach involved 
in a lot of policy stuff. While I was the 
Republican spokesman on appropriation, 
I wrote the Public Utility Act, which 
included the Telephone Act of 1984. I 
worked the legislation to implement the 
Judge Greene decision, which broke up 
the AT&T system. At the time, we had 14 
nuclear plants in Illinois, which would 
generate energy too cheap to meter. The 
plants were each supposed to cost 500 
million dollars, but ended up costing 4 
billion dollars each.

I was on a run with my little State Rep 
seat, which represented about 100,000 
people, while the State Congressional 
seat represented about 500,000 people. 
So, I had just a little piece of one district, 
but I had my eyes set on something 
bigger. Two or three other congressmen 
resigned after the  primary. There were 
Democrats that had been in the race for 
over a year. At that point, I thought that 
if I was ever going to run for Congress, I 
was going to do it now. The Fourth of July 
was my first parade that I got into. The day 
after, my consulting group got together 
and decided that we’d have to raise half 
a million dollars before October 1st. I 

thought, “Oh my gosh. Here I am, but I’m 
just a school teacher. How am I going to 
do this?”

But we did it, and I went to Congress in 
1986. I had never dreamed that I would 
ever join Congress. I ended up being on 
committees for energy and commerce. 
I also wrote healthcare legislation and 
anti-drug bills. I did some things on the 
Telephone Act. In ‘94, when Republicans 
became the majority, I became Chief 
Deputy. I ran and won a Whip’s race, and 
the Whip named me as his Chief Deputy. 
But when Newt Gingrich was the Speaker, 
I was the bottom guy on the leadership. I 
still didn’t think I would have a chance to 
be the Speaker. Most people spend their 
entire careers working to be Speaker, but 
that was never my focus. 

In 1998, when Bill Clinton was impeached, 
Newt Gingrich lost the votes to stay 
on as Speaker. He stepped down and 
Bob Livingston, the chairman of the 
corporations committee, became the 
Speaker Designate in November. I was 
about ready to leave Congress because 
while I thought I had a great future under 
Newt Gingrich, it did not look like I would 
have the same under Bob Livingston. But, 
Livingston got up on the House floor and 
gave a speech calling on Clinton to resign, 
and that he would resign as well. He had 
also been caught in a similar scandal. 

When Livingston stepped away from the 
Speakership, people turned around to 
me and told me I was going to be the next 
Speaker. I was stunned – I had five people 
ahead of me to jump over. John Boehner 
was the Conference Chairman. DeLay was 
the Whip. Cox was the Party Secretary. 
Dick Armey was the Majority Leader. 
Newton was Speaker. I never thought I 
had a chance. But Armey was weak, and 
Watts beat Boehner, and all of a sudden 
it was Cox and I. And then I was the next 
speaker. It was sort of a trust thing – they 
had trusted me when I was Chief Deputy 
Whip. I had done a lot of legislative stuff, 
a lot of anti-drug stuff. I made a name for 
myself as a warhorse. And that’s how I 
became Speaker.

What are you most proud of during your 
time as the Speaker of the House? What did 

you love about the Speakership?

First of all, the real crisis time when I was 
Speaker was 9/11. I had to make a decision 
that day. John Howard, the Prime Minister 
of Australia, was going to do a speech to the 
joint session of Congress that morning, so 
we opened up early. Somebody knocked 
on my door that morning and said, “Mr. 
Speaker, something’s happened in New 
York. A small plane or helicopter went 
into one of the Towers.” I said, “I’ll be right 
there.” 

I came up just in time to see the plane hit 
the second tower. That’s when I knew this 
wasn’t a mistake or misunderstanding. I 
thought, “Two planes in the World Trade 
Towers, this is a terrorist attack.” We 
didn’t know who launched the attack, 
but we knew that there were a lot of 
people who could be affected: both the 
Senate and the House are in the House 
Chamber for this joint session, the Prime 
Minister of Australia, the Supreme Court, 
the President’s cabinet; we had the Chief 
of Staff, 5,000 people that worked in the 
Capitol, countless interns and pages. 
As I’m standing there, trying to make 
decisions, my guests standing outside the 
window, I see smoke rolling across the 
National Mall. There shouldn’t be any 
smoke in Washington… That’s when I 
found out that the third plane had gone 
into the Pentagon. I had to immediately 
close down the House and get everybody 
out of there. 

I think that’s the first time anybody ever 
unilaterally shut down Congress, but I did 
it that day. We know now that that fourth 
plane that went down in Pennsylvania 
was headed for Washington, so it was 
definitely a necessary move. 

We spent the next nine months putting 
the country back together again. We 
had to find the resources and money 
to support the survivors of those 3,000 

people who were killed, and get them 
back on their feet. We had to rebuild the 
southern part of New York. For instance, 
to get the markets running again, we 
didn’t have telecommunication since 
the AT&T building was right next to the 
World Trade Tower. While the AT&T 
tower didn’t go down, one whole side 
was basically melted off and the switches 
were inoperable. That was a big issue 
– how can you run Wall Street without 
communication? We also had to rebuild 
the subway line in New York because all 
the subway lines for the Southern part of 
Manhattan ran under the World Trade 
Tower.

We had to enact the Patriot Act because we 
knew that there were up to 20 Al-Qaeda 
cells in the United States. The President 
and I made a pact with each other that 
we weren’t going to let this sort of thing 
happen again. Of course, there are always 
going to be controversies, for people, for 
civil liberties, but we weren’t going to be 
able to find out who the terrorists were 
unless we used the Patriot Act to listen to 
their telephone calls. I can’t say officially, 
but there were up to 20 episodes that we 
were able to stop because of that. 

We had airplanes down all over the 
Northern Hemisphere, and some in the 
Southern Hemisphere, because they 
put every plane down that morning. 
We had thousands of people stuck all 
over the North Atlantic, Greenland and 
Iceland, Nova Scotia, all those places. We 
had people in the South Pacific and the 
Northern Pacific and no airplane could 
take off unless it had terrorism insurance. 
We had never had terrorism insurance 
before, so we had to make a whole new 
reinsurance for the Federal Government 
and reinsure companies that day with 
terrorism insurance so planes could take 
off. We couldn’t even rebuild buildings or 
fix skyscrapers unless they had terrorism 
insurance. My office worked every night 

“I never thought I would have a chance to be the 
Speaker. Most people spend their entire careers 
working to be Speaker.  That was never my focus.”
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on a bipartisan basis to get the country 
back in order. Daschle was the Senate 
leader at the time, and we just worked it 
out and got it done. 

It was a pretty extraordinary time. I 
think one of the most important, most 
crucial policy things we did was passing 
Medicare Part B. One of the problems of 
Medicare was that it was written in the 
1970’s, when healthcare was pretty much 
only between the doctor and the hospital. 
If you had a heart attack, you went to the 
hospital for 10 days, had complete bed 
rest and that type of thing. Today, almost 
all conditions are treated with some type 
of pharmaceutical treatment. Medicare 
allowed you to pay for the healthcare 
but not for the pharmaceutical aspects. 
You would have someone with diabetes, 
and they would pay for real dialysis or 
leg amputation, which which would cost 
hundreds of thousands of dollars, but they 
wouldn’t pay for the insulin or glucose to 
keep people from getting illnesses. If you 
had diabetes or a heart disease, they’d 
pay for a quadruple heart bypass but they 
wouldn’t pay for your heart medicine. 
People couldn’t afford or weren’t buying 
the preventative medicines, and the 
federal government was paying a lot of 
money for extra healthcare. When we 
passed Medicare Part B, people said it 
was going to cost the federal government 
an extra $400 billion over ten years. We 
actually saved $350 billion over ten years. 
Those were real issues, and really pretty 
important ones. 

Another thing that I did early on was 
writing Plan Colombia. I had done a lot 
of work before that on anti-drug issues, 
most of it involving cocaine that came in 
through Mexico and corporate issues. But 
Plan Colombia allowed the Colombian 
President to take his country back, which 
was almost overrun by narco-terrorists at 
that point. I worked on a bipartisan basis 
with President Clinton to ensure that 
Colombia is once again a good, democratic 
nation. It was really a great eight years, as 
the longest serving Republican Speaker of 
the House in history.

What do you believe is the most 
misunderstood part of being the Speaker of 
the House? 

It’s funny, I always said that I didn’t want 
to be a principal so I wouldn’t have to 
deal with those same seven or eight 
problem people sitting outside my door. 
When I became the Speaker, I actually 
became the principal of the Capitol. You 
always had seven or eight members of 
Congress sitting outside your door to 
whip. 

There are three kinds of days in 
Congress: Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and 
Thursdays. 
Tuesdays are usually the kinds of days 
where we’re doing anything possible, 
where you get in your office and you’re 
sent through the whip shaft. I would 
find that some guy couldn’t vote for 
something, or somebody else talked to 
his press secretary and got him in a box, 
and now he can’t help you out on a vote. 
We never had very large voting margins 
to move our votes, and in our first case 
we only had a five-vote margin. Any time 
that you lose four or five people, or even 
if they get up on the wrong side of the 
bed in the morning, then we can’t pass 
votes, and we would never bring a vote 
to the floor unless we had the votes to 
pass it. We spent a lot of time working 
with people to get them to the point 
where they would vote for something. 

If Tuesdays were impossible, then 
Wednesdays were meat grinder days, 
where we would get people around the 
table. We worked out their problems, got 
people to agree, and came to a position 
we could pass something. Thursdays we 
passed legislation. 

That was just our rhythm for eight 
years. We passed an amazing amount 
of legislation, mostly tax relief bills, 
energy bills, and healthcare bills. A 
lot of times we had to pass bills three 
times in the House before we tried to 
get anything passed in the Senate. I said 
the Democrats were the adversaries 
in the Senate because it was just awful 
difficult to get things done. But on our 
side of the rotunda, we still worked at 
people everyday to get their votes. I said, 
“Once a Whip, always a Whip,” and I 
was a Whip for four years. When I was 
Speaker, I never stopped whipping the 
tough guys. 

Penn is full of politically minded students 
who aspire to serve the American people. 
What advice do you have for those that 
might want to run for office one day?

Well, I think everybody ought to have 
some kind of life experience before going 
out and representing people. We’ve had a 
lot of staff who started with us as interns, 
who came in and worked three weeks, 
three months or even three semesters as 
interns, and ended up just staying in our 
shop. One time, I had about 120 employees 
as Speaker, and a great number of those 
people actually started with us as interns. 
We have interns, people working various 
positions all over Capitol Hill. 

The first thing anyone who is interested 
in politics ought to do is to get involved. 
You’ve got to go out and volunteer for a 
campaign. Go out and do an internship 
if you can. These positions don’t have 
to be with a traditional political outfit, 
sometimes they’re with an NGO or 
somebody that has connections on the 
Hill.

I give internships every year. I have 
somebody shadow me for two or three 
months at a time, which I think is a great 
opportunity for someone to learn all about 
this business. Even though I’m not in 
elected office anymore, I’m in Washington 
all the time. Those are the types of things 
people ought to seek out. 

And then, I always tell people to follow 
their heart. If you really want to do this, 
do it. But you really ought to have a life 
experience, have a business, some kind 
of service situation, where you spend a 
couple years working in the real world, and 
know what life is like for everyday citizens. 
Working in real life – organizations, 
business or school – prepares you for 
the chance to move on and do your 
career. Then, to get into politics, find a 
local election, find a state rep or even a 
congressional election. That’s the best 
way to move to the governmental side.

This interview contains minor edits for clarity
and grammar.
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Tell us about your life growing up. Did you know 
you always wanted to serve in government? Did 
you ever imagine that you could serve as Attorney 
General of the United States?

No and no! I grew up in a household that was 
poor. We never talked about politics –
in fact, I don’t remember my parents ever 
voting growing up. I wanted to play baseball. 
I wanted to play center field for the San 
Francisco Giants because my hero was 
Willie Mays. There was never any talk about 
becoming Attorney General. There weren’t 
really any discussions about going to college. It 
was a very different life for me. I didn’t have the 
kind of dreams that you are referring to, which 
is one of the reasons that when I talk to young 
people, I ask them, “How big can you dream? 
What are your dreams?” We live in a country 
where those dreams can come true. 

What is it like to have known President George 
W. Bush for so long? How did you first meet him? 
Could you speak to your relationship with the 
President, which extends all the way from Texas 
to the White House? Do you still keep in contact 
with the former President?

Obviously, George W. Bush has had a 
tremendous impact on my life. His decisions to 
appoint me to various positions dramatically 
affected the trajectory of my life. I really 
did not know him before he ran for Texas 
governor in 1994. He was elected governor and 
two weeks after that election, he called one of 
my partners at the law firm that I worked at 
and asked him, “Would you ask Al Gonzales if 
he would like to be my General Counsel?” So I 
said yes, I would do it. 

A few weeks after that call, I went to Austin 
to meet with him for the first time. I had only 
met him once or twice before and we didn’t 
know each other that well. At that meeting, 
we talked about what he expected of me. 
After the meeting was over, the last thing I 
asked him was, “Governor, why me? Why did 
you ask me to do this job, because you don’t 
know me?” He told me about how in 1988, 
when his dad was first elected President of the 
United States, they were looking for diversity 
in the Administration. In fact, I did go up to 
Washington in 1988 and interviewed for some 
jobs at HUD and the Veterans Administration 
and was offered some fairly low-level positions 
in those two agencies. But I decided I didn’t 
want to do that. I wanted to stay at my law firm 
and make partner. There had never been a 

minority partner at Vinson & Elkins. I wanted 
to stay and do that because I thought it would 
be critical to my success and more helpful for 
my career. 

So fast forward to Austin – I have this 
conversation with the newly elected Governor 
and he says, “You turned down my old man for 
a job in 1988. That’s how you got on my radar 
screen.” I was amazed! I really was stunned 
that he would remember that. That was the 
first time I was exposed to his great memory 
for events, names, faces, and that memory was 
certainly evident in that conversation.

 I still keep in touch with the president. 
Obviously, when I worked in the White House, 
I saw him every day. It was pretty cool to be 
able to walk down to the Oval Office in the 
mornings and sit down with the President of 
the United States to talk about different things. 
We don’t have those kind of conversations 
anymore. I am currently the Dean of Belmont 
Law School here in Nashville and he was 
in Nashville last week. He was speaking at a 
men’s faith-based conference and before that 
event I had the opportunity to spend about 
half an hour with him. My two sons, Graham 
and Gabriel, also joined. It was special for me. 
My sons grew up only knowing George Bush 
as Governor Bush and President Bush. Now, 
one is 19 and one is 22. This was the first time 
they had the opportunity to talk with him as 
adults. It was nice for them to see this man, 
who has had such an impact on my life. 

To say the least, you have had extensive 
experience with the War on Terror. Many, 
however, have criticized your views on issues 
such as enhanced interrogation techniques and 
the USA PATRIOT Act. What response do you 
have to those critics, especially with increasingly 
new threats facing the United States? What are 
your opinions on our current national security 
situation and threats abroad?

Let’s take the last one first. I think it’s a very 
dangerous time for the United States, when 
you look at events going on in the Middle 
East, Syria, Ukraine, and Iraq. When the 
United States is present and is viewed as a 
powerful check or deterrent, then America 
discourages thugs, terrorism, and dictators. 
But when the United States is not present – I 
think we are seeing the results of that today. It’s 
very unfortunate. Neither President Bush nor 
I ever wanted to see an additional American 
hurt or killed in action. But the threat, the 

mere possibility that the United States will 
intervene, is a powerful deterrent. I don’t 
believe that the United States is the deterrent 
that it used to be. 

Regarding the criticism of some of the things 
we engaged in, which were all lawful to the 
extent they were authorized or approved 
by the Department of Justice, while they 
may have been tough, they were absolutely 
necessary. The necessity and effectiveness of 
those measures are proven by the fact that 
this [Obama] Administration, which has 
been very critical of the Bush Administration 
generally, has continued and, in some cases, 
expanded those very tough measures. I think 
President Obama, having taken the oath of 
office to preserve, protect, and defend the 
Constitution, now understands that his job 
is to protect America. He is using those very 
same techniques because he understands 
that they are effective. He understands that 
they are lawful and that’s why many such 
policies continue today. Americans expect 
the president to protect them and that’s what 
this president is trying to do, and that’s what 
President Bush tried to do in terms of using 
enhanced interrogation techniques and the 
tools of the USA PATRIOT Act. That’s what it 
was all about – protecting America within the 
limits of the Constitution. 

Could you speak about your tenure as Attorney 
General? What were you most proud of during 
your time there? 

It’s tough being the Attorney General. You 
are involved in controversial decisions, but 
I did enjoy that I was point person on all law 
enforcement issues for the Administration 
before the public and the Congress. I liked that 
– I liked being in charge of an organization 
with 105,000 employees and a $25 billion 
budget. That’s a lot of power, and I very much 
enjoyed using that power to help the lives of 
American citizens. 

In terms of things that I am most proud of, I 
am really proud of my emphasis on protecting 
young children from sexual predators. 
Generally, I was most proud of the role that I 
played in protecting America against another 
terrorist attack. I worked in the White House 
during 9/11 so I feel the wounds of the people 
that were hurt and killed that day. I am proud 
of the fact that working with President Bush, 
we were able to prevent another attack against 
the United States. 

Between AGs such as Janet Reno, Eric Holder, 
and yourself, it seems as though Congress tends 
to clash with the office of the Attorney General. 
Would you tell us about the controversy that 
Congress brought before you with the dismissal of 
U.S. Attorneys? Do you believe that Congress has 
an agenda that is inherently politicized? 

Yes, Congress is very political. When I was the 
Attorney General for a Republican president, 
I was investigated primarily by Democrats. 
Today, we have a Democratic president with 
Attorney General Holder, so the investigations 
that occur with respect to him are led by the 
Republican-controlled House. You don’t see 
the Senate investigating  the Democratic 
Attorney General, because Democrats control 
the Senate. That’s an obvious example of how 
Congress is politicized. 

The U.S. Attorney thing was about 98% 
political. That’s because U.S. Attorneys serve 
at the pleasure of the president by statute, and 
by statute they only serve for four years. Each 
of these U.S. Attorneys who were removed 
had already served the statutory term and by 
statute could be removed by the president for 
any reason or none at all. It would be improper 
to remove a U.S Attorney for an improper 
political reason such as “I am going to remove 
this U.S. Attorney because he won’t prosecute 
Democrats” or “I am going to remove this U.S. 
Attorney because he prosecuted Republicans.” 
That would be an improper reason. But beyond 
those political reasons, the president can do 
whatever he wants with respect to political 
appointees, such as a U.S. Attorney. 

The Inspector General at the Department of 
Justice did a very thorough investigation of the 
removals and ultimately concluded that there 
was nothing improper about the removals. 
Attorney General Mukasey, my successor 
at the Department of Justice, hired a special 
counsel to look at them as well. The conclusion 
there was that there was nothing improper 
about the removals. At the end of the day, I 
think the Wall Street Journal wrote an article 
when all these reports were concluded and 
basically said, “What’s it like when a tree falls 
in the forest and no one hears it?” That’s what 
it was like with respect to the end of all these 
investigations – such hoopla in the beginning, 
and it ends with sort of a whimper. 

What happens then is that the Department of 
Justice becomes embroiled in this controversy. 
It’s hard to work for the American people 

when the department is embroiled in a purely 
political Congressional investigation. It is very 
unfortunate and very damaging to the work of 
the career employees and political appointees 
at the Department of Justice who go to work 
every day just to serve the American people. It’s 
a tough job – however, I would do it again in a 
second because it’s a great job. 

You are a prominent member of the Hispanic 
community. Furthermore, you are a prominent 
Hispanic figure in the Republican Party, which is a 
surprise for many. What do you think is the future 
of the Republican Party and Hispanics? Will the 
GOP eventually start to embrace immigration 
reform? What do you believe they should do?

I think that people are sort of pulling their hair 
out worrying about the party. These things 
always go in cycle in terms the ups and downs 
of the strengths of political parties. George 
W. Bush was extremely successful within the 
Hispanic community. At some point there will 
be someone that comes along and has the 
right message to resonate with the Hispanic 
community. It will be delivered in the right tone 
which I also think is very important. We just 
have to wait for that person to come along. I 
don’t know if it will be in the next presidential 
election – it may be. We don’t know. 

I do believe that in order for the Party to be 
successful nationally, I think the message on 
immigration particularly has to be toned down 
a bit. I think Hispanics respond to an upbeat, 
positive message. They get it, they understand 
it. We are a community that believes in the rule 
of law but we are also compassionate people. 
We have relatives and friends who are perhaps 
undocumented immigrants. How they are 
treated makes a difference for us. I think that all 
we are asking for is some compassion, but we 
understand that rules have to be followed. 
We need to have the right messenger with the 

right message with the right tone. I am quite 
confident that we are going to find someone. 
If we do and if that person can get through 
a Republican primary and be the nominee, 
I think that person has a good shot of being 
President of the United States. It may not be in 
2016, but it’s coming. 

You have an incredible story. From growing up in 
a small home in Texas to becoming White House 
Counsel and Attorney General of the United States, 
you accomplished something one could only dream 
of. What advice do you have for those that aspire to 
one day be in a top post like you were?

You have to get an education. You have to be 
trained in your profession because I believe in 
being self-sufficient and providing for yourself 
and your family. We cannot afford any more 
deadbeats in this country, quite honestly. 
Prepare yourself because you never know when 
the next George W. Bush is going to come along 
and give you a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity. 
I try to tell young people to be open to it, to be 
receptive to it. When the chance comes along, 
grab it! Seize it! Don’t be afraid. Some people 
may say “Oh, well, that’s too hard,” or, “What 
if I fail?” No, you can’t think that because these 
opportunities are so rare. If you have prepared 
yourself and have gotten an education, you can 
take advantage of the situation and jump in. 

I’m not suggesting it’s not going to be hard. It will 
be hard. However, I tell young people such as 
yourself to go in with eyes wide open and your 
armor on because you are going to get knocked 
down. But, at the end of the day, that experience 
will make you better in your profession and it 
will surely make you better as a person. Prepare 
yourself and embrace the opportunity.

This interview contains minor edits for clarity
and grammar.
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